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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION
Washington, D.C.

Investigation No. 303-TA-14 (Preliminary)

Plastic Animal Identification Tags From New Zealand

Determination

On the basis of the record 1/ developed in investigation 303-TA-14

injured, or is threatened with material injury, pmports of

plastic animal identification tags from New and, provided for in item
666.00 of the Tariff Schedules of the United and accorded duty-free
treatment, which are allegedly being subsidized e Go ent of New

Zealand.

Background
On August 1, 1980, th

Department of Comm

or the establishment of an industry in the United States is materially

retarded, by reason of the importation of such merchandise into the United

1/ The record is defined in sec. 207.2(j) of the Commission's Rules of
Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 207.2(j)).
2/ Chairman Alberger found only reasonable indication of material injury.



States. The statute directs that the Commission make its determination within
45 days of its receipt of the petition, or in this case by September 15, 1980.
Notice of the institution of the Commission's investigation and of a
public conference to be held in connection therewith was duly given by posting

copies of the notice in the Office of the Secretary, U.S. Internatiqnal Trade




STATEMENT OF REASONS OF
CHAIRMAN BILL ALBERGER AND COMMISSIONER PAULA STERN

On the basis of the record in Investigation No. 303-TA-14 (Pre-

liminary), we determine that there is a reasonable indicatio

industry in the United States is materially injured by reaso

DISCUSSION

The Domestic Industry

We find ﬁhat the industrynd %e@mina onsists of all
: Sinc %) ustry" under the

3 ma'oggggggzgtion, of the producers

of a "like product,' i appear tonclusion precludes parties

from arguing in final erminati at’)the industry should be defined

differentl This\is no necess§¥§§§§§

prelimin determination Smpelled to treat one- and two-piece tags

producers of animal identific

statute must include all,

e case. For the purposes of our

best information available reveals that they
racteristics and end uses. They are generally
e¢d in the same facilities and marketed together, as most domestic
producing one also produce the other. Moreover, Section 771(4) (C)
requires us to assess the effects of subsidized imports on production of

the narrowest range of products, including the like product, for which the

1/ Commissioner Stern also finds a reasonable indication of threat of
‘'material injury.



necessary information can be provided. 1In this case, profitability

data, a key element, is only available combined for one- and two-pilece

tags.

etermination

We would not want to preclude any arguments in a final

preclude arguments that the industry is actually broade

other types of identification tags, such as metallic S, which data

weére not provided.

THE QUESTION OF A REASONABLE INDICATION<6E
MATERIAL INJURY BY THE ALLEGEDLY SUBSIDIZED\ IMPOR ::

Impact on Affected Industr

U.S. demand for animal ez rg) t1cally over the

past three years. Apparent of s tags rose 44 percent
from 1977 to 1979 from on{yunits milion units. In the first
six months of 198 this g th conti the total tag market increased

orregpot period in 1979.

g%imulated by the introduction of the Allflex
Plastics Ltd. beginning in 1975. The

nal eartags began to enter the market with a

simidar to the Allfex tag in 1978. From 1977-1979 domestic capacity
s reporting data grew roughly 38 percent and employment rose more

than 50 percent.



These data appear to indicate economic health. However, a thorough
examination of the other statutory factors indicates certain weaknesses
in the industry which provide the basis for our determination that there is
a reasonable indication of material injury.

The U.S. eartag industry has been losing market she;e oOn

since 1977 and other indicators of deteriorating economic t

cently surfaced. From January through June 1980 domestic ipments

(one- and two-piece tags) fell two percent. s was theXirst time such
shipments declined during the period under consi ion. Sales in the
one-piece market which had dropped only perc om lggéigzzg fell
roughly ten percent in the first six o.éhe yea ugh U.S.
sales of two-piece tags continued t m€§222223ng the ggigiberiod, they
did not keep up the pace set in \] <i;i9<>

; <;> expl Qi;g@

the fact that in 1980

the two-piece mark

but we also find it

Inventories of U.S. producers reporting data, which should be at

their lowest point as of June 30th g/,were up 112 percent from June 1979 to

2/ Transcript of the Conference, p. 28.



June 1980. 3/ Inventory problems occurred for three of the four report-
ing companies. For the third largest producer, inventories rose some 208
percent during this period. For the petitioner, inventories rose 103 per-~

cent, and as a result, production of animal tags was halted from July

through mid-August of this year.
Available profit data, which cannot be examined o an‘?&h;t

wide basis 4/, do not reveal a thriving industry. Omly e .
fi reported

ported a consistently improving profit picture.

either stagnant or declining profits.

The Commission staff was able to confi

alleged value of $180,462. Also confirmed was ct segyen distri-

butors purchased tags from New Zeala omg%ement isting inven-

ince we de. no ow when these lost
&

iffiégig%.o assess. We do not

know whether U.S.-made g;2> ags éégi?x lable at the time the

sales were lost o ggzéig;' e di£§§£§§§§%1 was at the time between the

<

tories of domestically-produced

sales took place, their signif

what
U.S. and impgrted rtags

O

N\
‘;§$%§iéries we;;\g}so significantly higher in June 1980 than in De-

c r 1979 for most reporting companies.

4/ Usable profit data were received from only four of the seven U.S. pro-
ducers of animal identification tags. The data submitted were not uniform.

A number of the firms provided data only on their overall operations, not
just on the production of eartags. One of the fitrms presented its data on

a cash basis, whereas the others used the accrual method of accounting.
Furthermore, each of the four reporting companies used different accounting
years.



In this particular case, the unavailability of data may be affect-
ing the above indications of material injury. Most critically, in a final

case we would hope to have complete data from Temple Tag Co. (the second

aggregate profit-and-loss data for the industry. Dara w,
able on productivity, return on investment, cash (o] abil ty raise

capital and investment.

IMPACT OF THE IMPORTS 5/

Volume

from 1977 to 1978 and then f{ 3 th cent from 1978 to 1979.
During January-Jun i - t over the corresponding
period in 1979.

Impo have a n rising Tative to U.S. consumption. From

S
ncreased their share of U.S. consumption

1977-1979 4 from New
er, during the first six months of 1980

their share of the U.S. tag market by another

5/ Lost sales reflecting the impact of the imports have been discussed
previously (see page 6).



Price Considerations
Price data do not show any evidence of a consistent pattern of

underselling or price depression, but they do provide indications of

price suppression. Delta Plastics Ltd. held its tag prices steady from 1978
until September 1980, The Allflex Holdings Ltd. Annual Report :E%Qsééééfeports
a decision by the company to "hold our selling price in tﬁg SAw A
have seen strong efforts by our competitors to regai eld\ decdd

share of the market."

Meanwhile, U.S. prices rose some 25 perc¢eint since Janmary-March
1979, the first period for which price data are\3 ble. e costs
have fluctuated by company, the petition§§§§¥igex, has t i that its

costs have been rising at a faster h@selli@ of its

animal identification tags. 6/ S

These price developmep two ggiéﬁ. (1) for sales of
: price{?é§§§§§§rted and domestically-

iced) has closed. By

gs>sold for nearly the same or a
é%s of the two largest U.S. producers;
of two-piece tags and the U.S.-produced

Thus, the price competitiveness of both

ported ‘product.

6/ Transcript of the Conference, p. 31.

7/ For the final investigation it would be useful to have a fuller back-
ground on the cost situation in the U.S. industry, particularly Temple Tag
Co.'s costs.



During the investigation the importer stressed the view that any
problems experienced by the domestic industry were attributable to a
myriad of factors other than the alleged subsidized imports -- including

a superior imported product, better marketing practices of Delta's U.S.

distributors, shifts in consumer taste. It appears that to remain

economically viable U.S. companies need to compete success§% 1

two-piece market. Though other factors may be at pla
domestic industry's shift to the newer product, there are\indications

that price suppression by the importers has bef; contributing factor.

In this preliminary case, this is sufficieat to

our " onable
indication' standard. If the case retur tedus for a fi <giggi;%ination,
&
. d~to

however, the petitioner should focu éots OfQ§§;D eged subsidiza-

imp t@@ quality or

he al §§;§B sidy has been used
the gﬁ%:gﬁ product in the domestic
w the imports may be injuring

N

inding of threat of material injury, the

ory states that "demonstrable trends--for example, the rate

Q/, Chairman Alberger, having found a reasonable indication of material
injury, does not reach the question of threat in this determination.



10

of increase of subsidized . . . exports to the U.S. market, capacity

in the exporting country to generate exports, the availabllity of other
export markets and the nature of the subsidy in question (i.e., is the
subsidy the sort that is likely to generate exports to the U.S.)--will be
important.'" 9/

At least three of the four demonstrable trends %ﬁted 5

above are present in this case., First, exports to the
increased rapidly and continuously. Second, th ortd

the capacity to increase exports significantly. Info tion“obtained from

in fiscal 1979. Currently, the compa ca i to produce 100

o
million tags and production in fisc is. expecte
The petitioner has also indicate S§;§§§§>a<%last£§;;§}-.

1 and
50

ceed 80 million tags.

commissioned seven

new injection molding machine & New Zealand company 1is

feet to their factory. 10/

’

Third, th u d in this case is clearly

likely to genera expo

veloped/more fully~should this case return for a final determination.

9/ Committee on Ways and Means, House Report No. 96-137, 96th Cong., lst
Sess., July 3, 1979, at p. 46.

10/ Post Conference Brief on behalf of Y-Tex Corp., by Lamb and Lerch,
August 25, 1979, p. 22.

10
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Approximately 50 percent of Delta Plastics Ltd.'s exports have gone
to the United States, and the Allflex Holdings Ltd. Prospectus indi-

cates that in fiscal 1980 sales to the USA rose 70 percent.

On the basis of these trends, I find a reasonable indicatien of

a threat of material injury 11/. Should this case return<§or Z

11/ The fact that Delta Plastics Ltd., in partnership with the Hanford
Co., is in the process of establishing a manufacturing facility in Syracuse,
New York, does not automatically preclude an affirmative determination at
this preliminary stage. VUhen pressed at the Conference on the relation of
this new facility to the level of future New Zealand exports, the importers
were non-committal; see pages 81, 99 and 102 of Conference Transcript.

11
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Findings of Fact

(1) U.S. imports of animal identification tags from New Zealand are
allegedly subsidized by export incentives provided by the New Zealand
government in the form of income tax credits for thé exporter., All tags
imported from New Zealand are produced by Delta Plastics, Ltd. orts from

New Zealand increased by 92 percent from 1977 to 1978, and th A4} sed by

another 24 percent from 1978 to 1979. During January-Jun

of tags from New Zealand increased 23 percent over, corresponding period in

1979.
(2) U.S. imports of animal identificati from New Zealand took
an increasing share of the U.S. tag marke in ¢t iod 77 to 1979,
the imports from New Zealand increased <Sfe of 'Q§Z§5 umption by
10 percentage points. Furthermore, <§§§§§%}st 6 mo£§;§§>f 1980 the imported
. tb S

6.5 percentage points.

(3) Apparent U.S. cons & i fication tags increased
from 31 million unj <§§z§§§ 4 il1Xy i i . In the first
6 months of 1980, apparen i .2 million units higher than for

t \co
ding peri th

the corres

Domestic production capacity (of reporting firms) grew from
60 million units in 1977 to 65 million units in 1978 and 83 million units

in 1980. Capacity utilization (not including Temple Tags Co.) grew from 37 per-

cent in 1977 to 60 percent in 1978, but then dropped to 43 percent in 1979. During

the first six months of 1980 it was up again to 55 percent.

12
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(6) Domestic shipments rose 27 percent in the period 1977-79.
However, shipments were down slightly in the first § months of 1980 compared
to the corresponding period in 1979.

(7) Employment figures from 5 reporting firms, which accounted for

73 percent of U.S. shipments in 1979, reveal steady gré@th.

<§;§§§> try is
in irst 7 months

should be at its

th However, the

%§§§§§§%cent increase
g@éﬁ%;§; period in 1979.
3 8 percent increase

to inventory levels of

q§?§§§§§§Ventories, Y-Tex closed down

production of tagh from throu ust 1980.
9) U.S. odugérs s 5§i§§§; e Commission with a list of 32

éﬁedly lost sales of animal identification

(8) At the public conference, Y-Tex stated t

in inventories as of June 30, 1
The third largest U.S. produc
in inventories of tags as

June 30, 1979. As a r 1

purchasing\fi to which

dized imports from New Zealand. The Commission

1462, In addition to the aforementioned lost sales, the Commission was
able o confirm that an additional seven distributors purchased tags from
New Zealand to complement their existing inventories of domestically produced

tags.

13
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(10) Profit and loss data suggest that, on an industry-wide basis,
profit margins are low or nonexistent. Only one firm reports a consistently
improving profit picture, while others report low or gtagnant profitability.

(11) There is no consistent pattern of underselling by the imported

product. However, import prices remained generally steady from 19 to

<
Lt <§§§§€§i>- hat
9. rregtly the

production in

September 1, 1980, when price increases went into effect.

(12) 1/ 1Information obtained from Delta Plastics

the New Zealand company sold 48 million tags in fisc

company's plant has a capacity to produce 100 m on tag

fiscal 1980 is expected to exceed 80 million tag <ff§

modified its export program in 1980 in a ﬁggﬁsgsﬁhi h

subsidy in the future. 2/ <:> S

0
N/ AN/
Qe
SUPPORTING STATEMENT BY E OF OPERA \9‘,\"- FOR AN AFFIRMATIVE
PRELIMINARY DETERMIN STI IDENTIFICATION TAGS
y 0

Céimmission determine that there is a
Py in the United States is materially
rial injury, by reason of the importation
tags from New Zealand, which are alleged to
om the Government of New Zealand. The question

FROM NEW ZEALAN T ON E TA-14 (PRELIMINARY))
I. Recommendation Qéiigb
Bas i £ ~:§§;§¥%rmation developed during this

1/ Chairman Alberger does not adopt findings regarding threat.
2/  Chairman Alberger includes the recommended determination of the Director of
Operations for informational purposes below.

14
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II. The industry

There are two basic types of plastic animal identification tags produced
in the United States--a one-plece tag and a two-piece tag. Seven firms
account for approximately 95 percent of domestic shipments of the two types of
tags. Counsel for the petitioner contends that there is only one industry
being adversely affected by the importation of allegedly subsidized animal
identification tags from New Zealand--the domestic producers animal
identification tags. The purpose of all these tags, regardles f their
configuration or method of application and regardless Qf w} ey are
one-piece or two-piece tags, is the same, i.e., the ié§' i
identification of animals. Therefore, the industr
investigation is the whole animal identification
the importers contends that since the New Zeal i nly of the

this

U.S. industry producing animal identificativ FirsgEanearly all the
machinery and workers employed in themanufac of o penof tag are or
can be employed in the manufacture of t other type For firms
producing both types, price sheets de’ both and égiiik marketed by the
same sales force. Second, the 5 ags e ally not
distinguishable from each other t s of their ctive markets. They
pass through the same channe t utio e purchased by the same

types of customers for the s d identification. Consumers
may prefer one kind over ggziaeains that the one- and the

[e~3¥ their end use. Therefore, I
ppropriate industry for

two-piece tags are co
recommend that t
i 8 of those firms which produce

consideration

Agome tax credits for the exporter. All tags

are produced by Delta Plastics, Ltd. Imports from
92 percent from 1977 to 1978, and then increased by
1978 to 1979. During January-June 1980, such imports

(2) U.S. imports of animal identification tags from New Zealand took an
increasing share of the U.S. tag market: in 1977-79, they increased their
share of U.S. consumption by 10 percentage points, and in January-June 1980,
by another 6.5 percentage points.

i/ Brief of Lamb & Lerch, p. 45.
2/ Brief of Bronz and Farrell, p. 6.

15
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(3) At the public conference, Y-Tex Corp. stated that the tag industry
is seasonal, with 60 percent of the industry's sales coming in the first 6
months of any given calendar year. Thus, a producer's inventory should be at
its higest level as of December 31 and at its lowest as of June 30. However,
the largest U.S. producer of tags, Y-Tex Corp., experienced a 103-percent
increase in inventories as of June 30, 1980, compared with those on the
corresponding date in 1979. Fearing Manufacturing, the third largest U.S.
producer of tags, experienced a 208-percent increase in inventories of tags
over the same period. As a result of the excessive inventories,
down production of tags from July through mid-August 1980.

(4) Two U.S. producers supplied the Commission withgg 1is

staff was able to confirm seven lost sales with an
$180,462. The Commission was able to confirm that 4n additi seven
distributors purchased tags from New Zealand to compleme

inventories of domestically produced tags.
IV. Threat of material injury

(1) While imports from New Zealand<§§§§§;sed ir .S.
consumption by 16.5 percentage points nuary 197 80,
considerably greater market penetra&td ossible in r future.
Information obtained from Delta Plastics td).), indica hat the New Zealand

company sold 48 million tags in Curr y company's plant
a and c f%n in fiscal 1980 1is
, De tgii;gg>r city and production

has a capacity to produce 100 mi
ts to the United States.

expected to exceed 80 millio
levels will enable it to con

program in 1980 in a manner
ure.

The Government of New Ze

animal ication tags from New Zealand.

16
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STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR THE AFFIRMATIVE DETERMINATION OF
COMMISSIONERS GEORGE M. MOORE AND CATHERINE BEDELL

On the basis of the record developed in investigation No. 303-TA-14

(Preliminary), we determine that there is a reasonable indicatidg that an

tags from New Zealand, provided for in item 666.
the United States (TSUS), upon which subsidi
Government of New Zealand.

The following findings and conclusi d rd in this

Domestic industry

The first question wh ns the scope of the

industry against t imports must be assessed. 1/

The term "industryV is defy in 1(4)(A) of the Tariff Act of 1930

omestic producers as a whole of a like

tmilar in characteristics and uses with, the article subject to an

investigation . . . ."

1/ All of the tags imported from New Zealand are two-piece tags. Both
one-piece and two-piece tags are manufactured in the United States.

17
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Information developed during the course of the investigation indicates
that the relevant domestic industry consists of the facilities in the United
States used in the production of both one-piece and two-pliece tags. Nearly

all the machinery and workers employed in the manufacture of one-piece tags

are or can be employed in the manufacture of two-piece tags. 1/ For
producing both types of tags, price sheets include both and<§o h\ar

by the same sales force. Further; the two types of tags$ aré&lgen ot

pass through the same channels of distribution
types of customers for the same purpose--inc<herd

may prefer one kind over another, but the one

completely interchangeable in their &é§2§i12><>
ori
injury or the threat thereof <§;}§z>
Section 703(a) of the g; c irec Q%;E}%he Commission "shall make

a determination, basdd upon the\best inform available to it at the time

of the determination . . ") |Section\}7 (A) defines the term "material

injury" to meam "har® which is fSequential, immaterial, or

) directs that in making its determination,
mong other factors, (1) the volume of imports
i'se which is the subject of the investigation, (2) the effect
of importg.of such merchandise on prices in the United States for like
products, and (3) the impact of imports of such merchandise on domestic

producers of like products. In light of these directives, we base our

decision on the findings of fact and conclusions of law discussed below.

1/ Report, p. A-l.

18
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Volume of imports.--With regard to the volume of imports, the record

shows that imports of plastic animal identification tags from New Zealand
increased by 92 percent from 1977 to 1978 and then increased by another 24

percent in 1979. 1/ 1In the first 6 months of 1980, imports(of tags from New

Zealand increased 23 percent over those in the corresponding iod of 1979.

-

All plastic identification tags from New Zealand are ma

Plastics, Ltd. of Palmerston North.

Imports of plastic animal identification tags m New) Zealand took an

increasing share of a growing U.S. identilfication tag market during 1977-79.
Such imports increased their share aggreeégziénvarent . consumption,
i.e., of both one- and two-piece tag 10 percent ts from 1977 to
1979. 1In the first 6 months o ﬁgﬁg%;;ikland increased their

share by another 6.5 percen

e has been no consistent

i o)
pattern of undersel i i tification tags, there is evidence

of price suppressi i er, Delta Plastics. 1In his

1 0 because of a decision by Delta to '"hold our
<:;:> g i here we have seen strong efforts by our competitors
0 /regain’ their declining share of the market.'" 3/

Furthermore, at the public conference held in connection with this

investigation, testimony was presented that raw-material and utility costs of

1/ Report, p. A-13.
- 2/ Report, p. A-21. :
3/ Annual report of Allflex Holdings, Ltd., p. 4.
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the petitioner (Y-Tex Corp.) were increasing at a faster rate than the selling
price of its animal identification tags. 1/ 1In view of the substantial
alleged subsidy (in the form of income tax credits) and the public
acknowledgement by the respondent that it is deliberately holding down prices

to maintain market share, it is appropriate to infer that sales of

imported tags have had a suppressing effect on domestic tag @rices,
notwithstanding some price increases by domestic manufacture §§§§§§>
ow

Impact of imports on domestic producers.--The r sh hat’as of

June. 30, 1980, the first and third largest U.S. producers ex ienced 103

with those in the corresponding period of 19 2/ -:; mati oped

2 Qg ggvéj
- t@at si mestic
3 st 6 uo§§§§§£f a calendar
<
est ellas) of June 30.
e

nfi

ngii%uce excessive tag inventories,

) é)stituted promotional sales tactics

ntory levels compared

percent and 208 percent increases, respectively,

during the course of the investigatio

industry makes 60 percent of its sale

ost sales with an

1/ Trans¢ript of the conference, p. 33.

2/ Report, pp. A-15 and A-16.

3/ Report, p. A-29.

4/ Report, pp. A-17 and A-27. ,
5/ Report, p. A-10.

20
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Threat of material injury.--The record shows that the foreign producer

manufactured about 48 million tags in 1979, expects to produce about 80

million tags in 1980, and has an annual plant capacity to produce 100 million

tags. 1/ Thus, the increasing production levels and underutilr capacity of

Delta Plastics indicate an ability for the New Zealand<go pany inue to

expand tag exports to the United States.

In addition, the Government of New Zealand has wmodified its export

incentive program so that benefits paid to(Delta Plastics)on its exports may
increase. This would provide further 'ncent'»§::3>'ncreas hipments to the
United States. 2/ <::j>
Conclusion Qii:ﬁ

On the basis of the infotma ilab gngDé>Commission at this time,

we believe that there is a<:§é: .§§§§2%f material injury, or threat
reason of imports of plastic

of material inju oNa\doime i %‘
animal identification ta om Dand, provided for in item 666.00 of
the TSUS

<

1/ Report, pp. A-7 and A-8.
2/ Report, pp. A-3 and A-4. 71
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OPINION OF VICE CHAIRMAN MICHAEL J. CALHOUN

On the basis of the record developed in investigation number ~TA-14

(Preliminary), I determine, pursuant to section 303(b) ofcf e \Ra
of 1930, as amended (19 U.S.C. 1303(b)), that there i §§§§3§>
iallyld

indication that an industry in the United States is“mat njured, or

is threatened with material injury, by reason 0 mports of astic animal

identification tags from New Zealand as provided item .00 of the

Tariff Schedules of the United States.

@Q S
Q%) <
DISCUSSION : Q ?%iifb
al i Qg%éﬁg jon tags which are used on

There are many t¥pes of

cattle, hogs, and shee ntifigaty ags come in a variety of colors,

<

ication tags under investigation here are

The animal

lastic, and are of one- and two-piece

animal's“ear; while those of two-piece construction can be applied by piercing

the ear and making a small hole as opposed to an incision. The use of two-

1

piece animal identification eartags is a relatively new concept. The Allflex

two-piece tagging system was developed in New Zealand and marketed in the

United States by Delta Plastics, Limited.

22
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Farmers and ranchers have found that with these identification tags
they could, at a distance, ident2fy animals and monitor their performance.
Animal identification tags do not replace branding, which is a permanent

means of identification for ownership.

Although the Allflex two-piece identification tagging s as

0 produce

popula however they

Q§§§§§§§iz domestic

q%Eed i

ined. c§§2§§>71(4)(A) of the
S

strj@iz;b

zhaole a like product,

output of the like

and market two-piece tags. One-piece tags are still

Tariff Act of 1930, defines the

[T]he domesti e
or those o) e who
product constitute T
domest product of t.
i P t as:
S ,
§: k¢, or in the absence of like, most
(ke

r

r&ion of the total

And, secti

ics and uses with, the article
gation under this title.

gs of two-piece construction made from plastic in a variety of
shapes, and colors and used on the ear of an animal.

The only producer of animal identification tags in New Zealand is
Delta Plastics, Limited, a subsidiary of Allflex Holdings, Limited, Palmerston

North, New Zealand. Two-piece identification tags are produced in the

23
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United States by entities who produce identification tags of various types,
including plastic tags of one and two pieces which are attachable to the
ear. A primary question to be considered here is whether all domestic
animal identification tags can be considered like products to the two-
plece plastic ear tags which are the subject of this investigatiom\and,
if not, whether domestic one-piece (in addition to two-piecg) plas r
tags are like products to the imported article. The S t <§§§§§§§§%§%ittee
report which accompanies the Trade Agreements Act o provides\guidance
to the Commission in determining the nature of a—Ylike product."
to the report, <§§E§i§i§z

[T]he requirement that a product 'lik impo®

article should not be interpreted such a nar

fashion as to permit minor differences.in phy :ggizﬁgt

characteristics or uses to
the product and articles a

According

on)of an

8
nsi
'he<§§§i§; under investi-
il

a i igation is not sufficient
) d animal identification tags

agtic ear tags being imported. There

industry adversely
gation. 1/

Evidence obtai

through the same channels of distribution. Customers purchase two-piece

and one-piece tags for the same purposes; namely, in-herd identification

1l/ Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate, Report No. 96-249, 96th Cong.,
1st Session, pp. 90-91.
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of animals. The record thus far established, indicates that while customers

may prefer one type of tag over another, the two types of tags are virtually

interchangeable in their uses. And, although there-are major differences

that consumers disagree on the effectiveness and on th%>eas
of one method relative to the other. <§§§§§ba
Therefore, based on the data thus far coll I
domestically produced animal identification tags attachable to the ear
and of both one and two-piece construction e\like product to the
imported article. <§§§§§> <§§§§Z§b

MATERIAL INJURY

@Q
Section 771(4) (D) directs the \C i on, for ses of con-

sidering material injury, to @izgéf ~§£sidized imports
"in relation to the Un Q like product if available
data permit the &g i i KO production in terms of such

criteria as the i 3 thy producers' profits.'

771(D) her stat

> |assesséd
rowest dp or range ofproducts, which include

like product, for which the necessary information
can be provided.

25
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In this instant case, separate data for one-piece and two-piece identification
tags was not available and material injury will be examined on the basis of
relevant data for both types of tags.

Section 771(7)(A) defines the term "material injury" to mean "harm which

is not inconsequential, immaterial, or unimportant.' Section 771( ) provides
guidelines for the Commission in making its determination a®to matg
The Commission shall consider, among other things,

(i) the volume of imports of the merchandise which
the subject of the investigation,

(ii) the effect of imports of that merchandise on prices

in the United States for like products, and

(iii) the impact of imports of such mer ndise™en

domestic producers of like products <::i>
(i) volume of imports §$3i§§tfy < Qiiiﬁ

Imports of animal identificat{ion om N % took an increasing

~gi>; 977 Imports of identification

share of a growing U,S. tag m4

tags from New Zealand ed\b perceft 1977 to 1978 and 24 percent
from 1978 to 1979. the fj six 980, imports of tags from New
Zealand incre d 23 pe ver c rable period in 1979, Apparent

<

consumption in nited State e~ and two-piece tags was about 31.4 million

45.1 million in 1979. 1In the total U.S. animal
rts from New Zealand increased their share of
market by 10 percentage points from 1977 to 1979. 1In the first

g of 1980, imported identification tags increased their share of

six mont

the total market by 6.5 percentage points over the corresponding period in

’

1980.

26
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(ii) effects of imports on prices
Although the record at present indicates no consistent pattern of under-
selling for the imported identification tag, there is evidence of price suppression

by the foreign producer, Delta .Plastics. In its 1980 Annual Re

producer's parent company explains that the profit/sales ratio was

the income year 1980 because of a decision by Delta to "hold o

in the USA where we have seen strong efforts by our pe ors\t gain their

declining share of the market.'" On the other hand, the petitidvper has

i creasing at a faster

y ‘costs are

E!Iiib
proportionate rate because of the impo d ‘product. <::i>

(iii) dimpact of imports on domestl \ p
NV
se ogiztg> investigation indicates

60 éggi?b f its sales in the first six
1d be at their lowest level as

u

represented that their raw material and utild

rate than their selling price, but that (they co raise ices at a

tic producers were at their highest

30, 1980, the largest and third largest

increases, respectively, of 103 percent and

els when compared to the comparable period in 1979.

THR OF MATERIAL INJURY

To” reach an affirmative finding of the threat of material injury,
the legislative history states that,

[D]lemonstrable trends--for example, the rate of increase

of subsidized...exports to the U.S. market, capacity

in the exporting country to generate exports, the

availability of other export markets and the nature of

the subsidy in question (i.e., is the subsidy the sort that

is likely to generate exports to the U.S.?) will be .
important. 1/ 27

1/ Committee on Ways and Means, House Report No. 96-317, 96th Cong.,
1st Session, p. 47.
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As noted above, exports to the U.S. market have increased rapidly
and continuously. The New Zealand company presently has the capacity to

increase exports significantly. Delta Plastics, Limited, sold 48 million

identification tags in fiscal year 1979. Currently, the company'

machines have been commissioned by Delta and the co is present}ly
planning the addition of 14,500 square feet to j factory:
' The nature of the alleged subsidy from the ent of New Zealand

is an export tax incentive program which r rds f

. , O

percent, Approximately 50 percent to the

e toth rary it is only
o receive such a share

U.S. market and in the absence
reasonable to assume

of New Zealand's expoxts.

. <
Causality
ence co hat seven lost sales with an alleged estimated
were at able to imported identification tags. It was also

the reasons given for lost sales was that the two-piece tag was an advanced

systems design over the one-piece tag and it was easier to apply.

28
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The petitioner argues that Delta has been able to accomplish its high
level of market penetration by using the export taxation credit to advertise
and promote its product extensively. Consequently, petitioners seem to suggest

that without such a subsidy, the imported article would not beas successfully

marketed, penetration levels would not be as great and the do producers
would not be suffering the material injury indicated.
weak lost sales data thus far gathefed, the critic

of material injury discussed above and the allegedly d imports largely

rests with this novel allegation by petitionérs regarding“the use of the subsidy
made by the importers.
@—b‘vever , I
Tgvyi ] ar

I am not yet prepared to wholly endo such an a

.hg>evide ce

Qgerial injury and

h¢\ it must be remembered,

of material injury by reason

Zf;2>. e inj son of imports of plastic animal identification tags

lew Zedland.

29
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INFORMATION OBTAINED IN THE INVESTIGATION
Introduction
On August 1, 1980, the U.S. International Trade Commission and the U.S.

Department of Commerce received a petition from Y-Tex Corp., C
alleging that a bounty or grant is being paid with respect to p

the Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS) and accoxded
treatment. Accordingly, the Commission instituted a prelimi
vailing duty investigation under section 303 of the Tarif
amended by section 103(b) of the Trade Agreements A
whether there is a reasonable indication that an i
is materially injured, or is threatened with material
ment of an industry in the United States is materially r
the importation of such merchandise into the i
directs that the Commission make its determina
receipt of the petition, or in this cas
institution of the Commission's investig
held in connection therewith was duly gi
the Office of the Secretary, U.S. Int n, Washington,
D.C., and at the Commission's New blishing the
notice in the Federal Register of Ry 53922). 1/ The
public conference was held in Wash wst 22, 1980." The
Commission's vote on injury in eptember 9, 1980.

The Prodq
.
Description and uses » Q§§§§>
ident if tion) tags -rég§§§§> or the temporary or permanent
i n of catt ogs heepy,vand goats. These tags are almost

the ear o s.%ﬁal; thus they are often called eartags.

15, 19 Notice of the
conference to be
the notice in

Animal

ced by the injection-molding process and are
tangular. By using different molds, the same
can be used to produce any of the tags included in this

gation. Since the size of the animal being tagged usually determines
imensions of the product, tags will vary from 1.75 to 7.5 square inches
ace area. :

The consumer typically purchases tags in consecutive-number-stamped lots.
These numbers are applied to finished blank tags in a simple. hot-stamping
process, which can be done by the manufacturer, distributor, or in some cases
the retailer. Numbered tags can be indexed to information concerning an
animal's date of birth, lineage, diet, and the like, or they can be used for
quick identification when animals belonging to many different owners must

1/ A copy of the Commission's notice of investigation and conference and a
list of witnesses appearing at the conference are presented in app. A.
A-1
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mingle, as in a feedlot. The tags are fastened to the ear of the animal by
either of two methods, depending upon whether the tag is of a one- or two-piece
design.

In the one-piece-tag system, a star- or T-shaped fastening device is
connected to the primary section of the tag. The fastening device is notched
for attachment to a knife-like applicator called a trocar. Duripg the instal-
lation process the trocar is pushed through the earlobe, carrying
ing device with it. As the trocar is withdrawn it releases the fas
device on the far side of the animal's ear.

The two-piece tag consists of '"female'" and '"male"
component is similar in size and shape to the numbered
piece tags. This component in tags for smaller anim
simply a small plastic disc with a short hollow cylinde
center. The male component, or button, is usua 1
extending from its center. Depending upon theufacturer,
button is tipped by a copper or plastic cone, whi be solid, or hollow
with the tip cut off. The two-piece tag is moun means device

similar to a pair of pliers which has a clip-on faste linder of
the female tag on one arm and a pin for the mpunting of t dg on the
other arm. When the handles of the appli re squeez ear is
pierced by the applicator pin or he é%bn, ¢ hen guided
through the cylinder of the female ¢ pressure intained until the

components are firmly connected. S

identification tag
one-piece tag dominated
e larger U.S. producers

produced by Delta Plastics
the U.S. tag market.
began to market a

ifferences between the one- and
rée of permanence. The two-piece tag

ul Pife. Delta Plastics, Ltd., has
%Eoperly, will remain in place for the

animals are tagged, since the slit will grow
bag will eventually fall out. According to

such as feedlot operators, prefer the less expensive one-piece
while those with longer term requirements favor the two-piece unit,
This contention is not universally accepted; U.S. producers state that it is
not uncommon to see two-piece tags cut from the ears of animals and reused.

U.S. tariff treatment

Plastic animal identification tags are classified under the provision for
"other" agricultural and horticultural machinery and implements, in item
666.00 of the TSUS. Merchandise entered under this item is duty free.

Prior to 1975, the U.S. Customs Service did not have a uniform
established practice for the classification of plastic animal identification

A-2
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tags. Vinyl animal identification tags which were used for temporary identi-
fication of cattle during an auction were held by the Customs Service to be
classifiable under the provision for articles of plastic, not specially
provided for, in TSUS item 774.60 and dutiable at a rate of 8.5 percent ad
valorem. 1/ That Treasury Decision appeared to contradict an earlier Customs
Information Exchange (C.I.E.) ruling which held that plastic nu
chiefly used for herd identification were classifiable under ite 00 of
the TSUS and entitled to duty-free entry. 2/

A uniform practice of classification for animal i dgs was
established by U.S. Customs Service Internal Advice (Oct. 23,
1975). 3/ The request for the ruling was initiat whixh was

contesting the Port of Los Angeles classification of t nder TSUS item

774.60. After reviewing all the prior rulingsy Service decided

that the identification tags were more properly classifiable under item 666.00

of the TSUS, with entry free of duty. Furthexmg he identification tag

applicator was also entitled to duty-fr TSUS 1 651.39 as an
cel\a

agricultural or horticultural hand tool. e Cu Ser ised the

Commission that the 1975 internal advige ing is still ct.
<&
ies
<

Nature and Extent of th : Bount ants Being
Payd owed(: ;;
The petition filed by l1e Q;;;% he Government of New
Zealand bestows income t redi oportion to increases in
& réased Exports Taxation
Apri §§g§§§§§:gwas supplemented in April

export sales. The
Incentive Program
1980 with a new e
xporters to claim a deduction from
the increase in the f.o.b. value of
g%e period. Delta Plastics' tax rebates
1979, and 1980 4/ are shown in the following
Zealand dollars 5/):

Tax rebate Ratio of rebate

(1,000 to exports
dollars) dollars) (percent)
3,056 314 10.3
4,895 443 9.0
7,733 439 5.7

T.D. 72-340(G), Aug. 23, 1972.

C.I.E. 1563/66, June 8, 1966.

A copy of the ruling is set forth in app. B.

Delta's fiscal year is Apr. 1 to Mar. 3l.

As of Aug. 21, 1980, the New Zealand dollar was equal to U.S. $0.975,

R N L
NS NSNS N

A-3
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Information provided by Delta indicates that the company did not receive any
tax rebates until fiscal 1978.

On April 1, 1980, the Government of New Zealand supplemented the IETI
program with the Export Performance Taxation Incentive program (EPTI), A key
difference between the new EPTI program and the older IETI program is that the
newer program's subsidy rate is applied to total export sales each
Accordingly, the tax credits or rebates will now be in proportion to
sales and will not depend on increases in export activity. (\Thu
be eligible for the tax rebates without increasing its volume~o

The U.S. Department of Commerce, in preliminary ons\with the
Commission's staff, * * %,

that it was instituting an investigation. ch effect was published

in the Federal Register of August 25, 198 1/ e scope of

Commerce's investigation is the same as th i vestigation.
Apparent U.S. consumption fo he imal p Q}Eication tag market

increased from 31 million units in>19 i nits in 1978 and then
to 45 million units in 1979, L -year period. In
January-June 1980, such consu illion tags over that in
the corresponding perj i\ (1

Table l.—Animal identification‘tags t U.S. consumption for the two-
piece, one- e, an
January-J 1980

(®n \showsands of units)

. : piece tag : l-piece tag Total
Per:sg?\ N rket : market : market

) M /) N ok ok s 31,410
19782 —?7 H *hk g wkk g 40,526
1979 : *kk o *hk o 45,109
Januar;gipne-— : : :

1979 : *kk g *kk g 25,030

1980 —1 wohk g ok g 26,205

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Trade Commission.

1/ A copy of Commerce's notice and -its transmittal letter to the Commission
are shown in app. C.
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The growth in the total tag market is due almost completely to the rapid
increases in the two-piece tag market. During 1977-79, apparent U.S.
consumption of two-piece tags more than tripled, rising from * * * million
tags to * ¥ ¥ million tags. Furthermore, apparent U.S. consumption of
two-piece tags in January-June 1980 increased by 2.7 million tags over the
corresponding period in 1979. 1In contrast, apparent U.S. consu
one-piece tags increased from * *¥ * million units in 1977 to * *
units in 1978, but then fell to * * * million units in 1979.
apparent consumption of these tags declined by 2 percent. (In
1980, the one-piece tag market declined by 1.6 million units
January-June 1979.

The rapid increase in the two-piece tag marke

imaxily result
from the substitution of two-piece tags for one-piece t butlis principally
iece unit. During
1977-79, apparent U.S. consumption of one-piede tag i by only 642,000
units, while consumption of two-piece tags incregsed by 14.3 million units.
According to U.S. producers and importers) demand the two ce tags is
expected to grow as consumers become more “aware of\th prod

There are currently seven U
Their names, the locations of th
share of total producers' dof

1<}dent1f1cat10n tags.
ties, and each company's
g in 1979 are as follows:

(1) Y-Tex Corp

Cody ’ %
* %

Fearing Manufacturing Co.,

St. Paul, Minn.;
* K %

(5) Ritchey Manufacturing Co.,

Brighton, Colo.;
* Kk %

(6) Apollo Tag System,
Casper, Wyo.;
* % %

(7) Rio Vista International

San Antonio, Tex.} ' A-5
* % %
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Three of the seven U.S. producers—Y-Tex, Fearing, and Temple--manufacture
both one-piece and two-piece tags. Apollo manufactures only two-piece tags;
the other three companies currently produce only one-piece tags.

Y-Tex Corp., the petitioner in this investigation, is a subsidiary of the
Husky 0il Co. A major U.S. producer of one-piece tags since 1967, Y-Tex
introduced a flexible two-piece tag in 1969 and 1970, but found
it at that time. It introduced its current two-piece tag in 1978.
Y-Tex started a mail-order-catalog business called Modern Farms, whi caters
to the rural farm population. The Modern Farms catalog offers ¢
all Y-Tex products, including tags, to the consumer. Y-Tex i
producer of identification tags, accounting for approxi
shipments of tags in 1979.

o. (a subsidiary
tag
* % * of U.S.

exclusively for 20 years. In February 1977, t
of Zoecon Industries) purchased Temple Tag and
operations under the Temple name. In 1979, Tem
producers' shipments of tags.

American Stockman Tag Co., of Temple
1979 by former employees of Temple g
1980. It manufactures only a maxisi
American Stockman informed the Commi
the Commission that * * *,

. ‘;,.

Fearing Manufacturing Cof 3 -0 in St. Paul, Minn.
Fearing began the manufact i . i ication products in 1945.
It added flexible one e o8 i 63 and 1964 and has been
manufacturing two-pi i 8, 1980, the Economic
Development Administrati Commerce approved the guarantee
of $410,000 in istan ans for Fearing Manufacturing
Co. Include : loa or $245,000 to purchase machinery
and equipme Weed 45 working capital. 1/

& Q ighton, Colo., is a family-owned firm
that bega < i factures and sells only one-piece tags
and acces i : appligators and marking pens. The U.S. Park Service
pu e tags f hey for use in its research on wild animals. 1In a

Co., ts products at that time included indentification neck chains. In
1965 Apollo was awarded a patent for a two-piece flexible identification tag.
Currently, Apollo only manufactures two-piece tags.

1/ A copy of the notice of ad justment assistance is set forth in app. D.

A-6



A-7

Rio Vista Farms began production of animal tags in December 1979 after it
purchased the "Stay-put" tag line from Agri-Marketing International. However,
Rio Vista's most important product is still the raising and selling of cattle.

During 1977-80, one U.S. producer of identification tags, International
Beef Breeder of Colorado, ceased production. That firm produced €two-piece
tags.

<
Foreign Producers
The only producer of animal identification tags i W la s’ Delta
Plastics, Ltd., a subsidiary of Allflex Holdings, Lt rston North, New

Zealand.

Allflex Holdings, Ltd. was established as @
December 1979, with Delta Plastics as a subsidiay erati any. The
prospectus issued by Allflex in connectionCwith i bli
annual report are the sources for the info ion i

Delta Plastics was founded in 1 igectiv eting
products to the agricultural sector. e cessful p ct designed and
marketed by the firm is the Allflex a a dentification ging system.

Sales of the eartags increased o@’ 81,000 in %@ $NZ 5.1 million in
1979. Export sales of tags by Delta/j 4 rcent of total company
sales in 1973 to 87 percent i

Table 2.-—Animal Adentificati ags: 0 c New Zealand tag sales and
’ .y fiscal years 1971-79

export tag les by a Pla
Newgzzgizﬁg dollars)

& : Share of total
Year ende Domes : Export ¢ company sales ac-

Mizx/,‘:>\\\ s : sales ¢ counted for by

<2H>\\\ s : __ export sales

\\\\\[>> $ <§§§§§>‘ : : Percent

15;£§:§§>- : $128,000 : $53,000 : 29
1972 : 162,000 : 50,000 : 23
1973 . : 256,000 : 105,000 : 29
1974 : 333,000 : 287,000 : 46
1975 : 302,000 362,000 : 55
1976 : 291,000 : 1,099,000 : 79
1977 s 594,000 : 2,063,000 : 78
1978 : 493,000 : 2,663,000 : 84
1979 H 651,000 : 4,468,000 87

3
Source: Prospectus, Allflex Holdings Ltd., February 1980.

Currently the company's New Zealand plant has a capacity to produce 160
million tags a year. The number of tags sold during fiscal 1979 was approxi-
mately 48 million. Production for fiscal 1980 is expected to exceed 80 million



tags. Delta also produced
percent of Delta's exports

A-8

90,000 tag applicators in 1979. Approximately 50
go to the United States. Currently the New Zealand

company has wholly owned subsidiaries in Melbourne, Australia, and Culver
City, Calif., and joint-venture manufacturing facilities in Vitre, France, and

Syracuse, New York.

In fiscal 1978, Delta
exports under the IETI.

This New Zealand Government program had
impact on Delta's profitability, as shown in the following tabulatt

Ratio of net sales to net profit

increasing
large

began receiving income tax credits fo

S

Fiscal yeaf ended

Mar. 31-- ercent)
1975 1
1976 12.
1977 14.6

1978:

Without credit--—----

L
With credit~——=—=====— 2
1979:

Without credit-
With credit—-—--

Q)s

1980:
Without crediti—— 5.7
With credi @ 9.9
Delta Plastics will nue\ to\treeceive under the EPTI, the current
export incentive law(of New land. Qgiigb

Tag C
City, Cal

. orters
<

ex animal identification tags from New

G. C. Hanford Manufacturing Co.,

Syracuse, N. Y.

(3) Vet Brand, Inc.,
Torrance, Calif.
(4) Diamond Shamrock

Cleveland, Ohio

Corp.,

-1/ Compiled from data in

the Allflex Holdings, Ltd., prospectus.

A-8
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Allflex Tag Co. is a wholly owned subsidiary of Delta Plastics, Ltd.,
manufacturer of the Allflex tag system, and acts as an agent for its parent
company in the United States. The U.S. subsidiary conducts a retail mail-
order business for Allflex tags, and also helps Delta's two master agents, Vet
Brand and G. C. Hanford, in various problem areas. Vet Brand was a
distributor of farm-animal-related products before it began marKeting tags.
Currently more than * * * of the value of Vet Brand's total sales accounted
for by the Allflex tags. The company maintains a complete stampi
for numbering and personalizing the tags.

G. C. Hanford Manufacturing Co. began operation
veterinary medicines and related products. Hanford
Allflex tags upon the recommendation of Vet Brand.

the Allflex Manufacturing Co., Inc., a New Yor} The new company

was started for the exclusive purpose of x tag
system. Financed by a bond issue from the ndustrial
Development Board, the new company has bui building

in October
1980, with * * * injection-molding 5 A* &
that the Allflex Manufacturing Co S r—than replace the

imported tags. 2/ S

The plant was designed a1 iofrmolding machines. The
additional machines will b : a r increased production
develops. George Han it of A dnufacturing Co., estimated

in the first year of
n in each of the next 2 years. 3/

that the new compa
operation and will

e animal health division of Shell
om Delta Plastics for use in an

he Raybon tag. Shell and Diamond Shamrock
), which contains the insecticide. The

in 1980 as the "Allflex Insecticide Tag"
ademark. Diamond and Allflex expect that

be * * * tags a year.

0il, which
insecticide

Consideration of Material Injury or the Threat Thereof

The Commission sent questionnaires to the seven domestic producers of
animal identification tags. It is estimated that these firms represented more
than 95 percent of domestic shipments of identification tags. The Commission
received complete questionnaire responses from only three of the seven

1/ Transcript of the conference, pp. 71-72.
2/ Transcript of confexence, pp. 81 and 82.
3/ Transcript of confe ence, p. 73.
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companies; the other four producers provided partial data. Unless otherwise
noted, figures cited in this report will describe the entire industry; partial’
data will be noted. All data provided by Ritchey, Fearing, and Apollo were

for fiscal years, which were * % % for Ritchey, * * * for Fearing, and * * %
for Apollo.

U.S. capacity, production, and capacity utilization

The Commission received complete capacity and product
the seven U.S. producers. Temple Tag, the * * * largest
data on capacity but not on production. It should
six companies, Rio Vista started production in 1
1980.

the other
tockman, in

increased from 60 million tags in 1977 to |65 million in VY978 and to 83 million
in 1979. As shown in table 3, part of the\ke

was the major increase in * * * capaci
the startup of production of one-piece

their capacity increased from *
million in 1978 and then to * *

percent.

Without Temple Ta
production and c i

duction of tags from * * * in 1977 to
the two-piece "All American" tag and
. The company's capacity utilization
977 to * * * percent in 1978. However,
to * * %, and capacity utilization * * %,
ipated sales forecasts, Y-Tex * * *, However,

the Commission that it * % %,

producers' domestic shipments

The Commission received shipment data from all seven U.S. producers. As
shown in table 4, total U.S. producers' shipments of all tags increased from
* % % in 1977 to * *¥ * in 1979, or by 27 percent. However, in January-June
1980, shipments declined slightly (¥ * *) compared with those in the
corresponding period of 1979. The reason for the increase in total shipments
for the U.S. industry was steadily increasing shipments of two-piece tags,
which rose from * * * in 1977 to * * * in 1979. Shipments of two-piece tags
increased by more than * * * in January-June 1980 over shipments in the
corresponding period of 1979. * * * accounted for all the growth in 1980.
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ty, and capacity utilization,

ion, capaci

U.S. product

Table 3.--Animal identification tags:

by firms and by types, 1977-79, January-June 1979, and January-June 1980
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1977:
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ekl
Fkk

oo oo e ee

* * X
* * X
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oo o5 e e
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M * K
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* ®
* *

se oo e e

* * K
+* * %
* % ¢
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x %
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£ %
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* * %
* * %
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* *
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Y-Tex Corp-=-=====—===-

Ritchey Manufacturing

Fearing Manufacturing

Kk
Fekd

Co
Apollo Tag-==—=========t

Rio Vista Inter-

*®
*
X

o e

national-~—===—=ceee
Temple Tag Co----

Hkk

7/

[Ty P9

e R

1978:

k%

American Stockman------
Ritchey Manufacturing

Hdek

dekk

Fedek

.

Co
Y-Tex Corp--——-==========3

.
H

Fearing Manufacturing

*dk

*khk

Co
Apollo Tag=—=====m=====

Kkl
Fkk

o oo

%
Fdek

Rio Vista Inter-
national =====m=-emew-y
Temple Tag Co-------=-=1

7/
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*kk
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[ 1
1 1
1 1]
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Ritchey Manufacturing

hk

dekk
xhx

fedede

F*kd

.
H
.

Fearing Manufacturing

Y-Tex Corp-——~=-~===-=-=

L

£

I
Apollo Tag------=---=--=:

Rio Vista Inter-

F*kk

.

national-==~=-c=meemm
Temple Tag Co-—---=----

*

Jede

ek

Total—===m=—mmm—————
Jan.-June 1979:

American Stockman------:

ke

wokek

Ritchey Manufacturing

.

oo oo

Co
Y-Tex Corp-—===—=======

¥
k%

Fdede

%
Kk
vk

oo ae oo

Commmmmmmm = =

Fearing Manufacturing
Apollo Tag-----=-—====2

Rio Vista Inter-

wedkk

*

.

national----
Temple Tag Cofc<c~~~---

7/

7/

5/

el
E

k%
FRN

*xd%
*hk

oo ee ee oo

oo

H
.
H

Total ~===m===N=Nem—mm
80+
toc
nufacturing

Ritche

Jan.-June
Americ

*k%k

Kk

k%

kkk

kkk

Co
Y-Tex Corp-x~-y~—-~--~---

Fearing Manu

*lek
o

¥k
%

Kk

Fedede
ek

ek
*kex

Fkk
Fkk

Commmmmmmmmm IS m m ==
Apollo Tag-—===="é=m=m=:

ke

s

Rio Vista Inter-

Fedek

*dek

Kk *k%

Fekk

.
H

national ~--=----------

7/

7/

7/

7/

.
H

Temple Tag Co—==-—===~=-

Fekk

Fekk

Fddk

.
H

Total-----==--mmm-mm

ple Tag's estimated capacity for 1977 was * % *,
ple Tag's estimated capacity for 1978 was * * *,
ple Tag's estimated capacity for 1979 was * % *,

1/ Tem;

2/ Tem

3/ Tem

i/ R

ted capacity for January-June 1979 was * * %,

ted capacity for January-June 1979 was * * *,

ima

tchey Manufacturing est

i
5/ Tem

ted capacity for January-June 1980 was * * *,

ima
ima

Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the U.S. International Trade Commission.

ple Tag's est

7/ Not available.

ple Tag's est

6/ Tem
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those firms that reported both production and capacity

Source:

Total capacity figures for all

accurately calculated.

1
Ens

This was done so that capacity utilization figures coul

Note.--Totals shown in the table for capacity reflect data for

figures.
reporting firms are discussed in the text and can be derived by adding figures shown in footnotes 1-6 to the totals in the table.
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Table 4.-—Animal identification tags:

U.S. producers' domestic shipments,

by firms and by types, 1977-79, January-June 1979, and January-June 1980

(In thousands of units)
Period . 2-piece tags f l-piece tags f Total

1977: H : :
American Stockman H dick o Fdek g edede
Ritchey Manufacturing Co===--- : Fkk o Fokk g Fedek
Y-Tex Corp s Fkk o ik s e
Fearing Manufacturing Co====-- : Fkk g *RF 8 Fok
Apollo Tag-- 3 dedk s * edede
Rio Vista International—----- : dekeke g : ke
Temple Tag : Fekk 3 FHR Y o
Total— : dedek g woko Fedede

1978: : 3 :
American Stockman : dekedke Fedek g Fedede
Ritchey Manufacturing Co----—— : Yedek dedek 3 bl
Y~Tex Corp : dedeke Fedede Fedede
Fearing Manufacturing Co-----—-: $ **gigg :§ ek
Apollo Tag : : Fedk
Rio Vista International----- -— vk
Temple Tag : s O (Eb* falalad
Total : Fok * : Fedeke

1979: : W %y :
American Stockman : : *kEh g FFk
Ritchey Manufacturing Co------ Fkede ¢ Q§;£9 Fkk g ik
Y-Tex Corp - **Q@ii}b Fedke g Fkek
Fearing Manufacturing Co--- *hk g ek
Apollo Tag VA *dck g Fedeke
Rio Vista Internationé —_—— : *hd Fkk
Temple Tag 3 s ek g Fodok
Total \—): Jkk s kK g R

January-June 19 Y\\\\,/:/ : :
American Stock ——— e e O ek : *kd g Fedek
Ritchey Mamufacturirg Co------— *hk g *kk 3 Fokeke
Y-Tex C — kkx o E 2 vk
; Qﬁg;;;::%S%in Co-- *dck s *dh s Fedede
T3 Fdek o *kk o P
i ‘ Moml----& *kk o ik o Fedkcke
H k% o F*hk g fkk
H *¥kk o K%k o Jedk

January-June\]1980: : : :
American Stockman : *kk *kk g Fokdk
Ritchey Manufacturing Co-—----- : *kdk g *hk g ik
Y-Tex Corp : *kk . *dk g Fkk
Fearing Manufacturing Co-—---- : k&% *ik g L
Apollo Tag : *ik g wxk g Jedede
Rio Vista International——-———- : *kk o *kd g Kk
Temple Tag : Fdk g sedck 3 deded
Total - . dkk o *hk g dedede

Source: Compiled from
U.S. International Trade Commission.

data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
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Y-Tex's shipments of all tags * * *, However, in January-June 1980,
Y-Tex's sales of all tags * * *, Interestingly, Y-Tex's sales of two-piece
tags * * * units in 1980, while sales of one-piece tags * * *. 1In contrast,
sales of two-piece tags by Temple Tag * * * units in January-June 1979 * * %
in January-June 1980. Temple also * * * in January-=June 1980 (¥ * %) as did
Fearing Manufacturing (¥ * %), the * * * largest U.S. identificafion tag
producer. In January-June 1980, Fearing experienced * * * sales inthe
corresponding period of 1979.

&
UoSo iﬂ}POrtS \
The vast majority of U.S. imports of animal id ication tags are from
New Zealand. 1/ All the New Zealand tags are two piece are\manufactured

by Delta Plastics, Ltd. There are no known imports of one~piece tags. The

importers, G. C. Hanford Manufacturing Co. and
Delta's wholly owned California subsidiar
three importers account for approximately
animal identification tags from New Zeals

Imports of tags from New Zealan most doubled fégglgb tags 2/ in
1977 to * * * tags in 1978, and then 1mdtreased jagain—to * tags in 1979, as
follows: %Q

lue

Period units) 0 dollars)
1977 L= \-a\:é) % s
1978 AL sedeke ek

Xkt

1979 AN Fedede
January25§;>—-
1979~6x2---—c S weses
*edek
j : rts of tags from New Zealand increased by 23
< rse i sponding period of 1979.

1/ Accoxding to U.S. Customs Service import invoices, small amounts of tags
are imported from the United Kingdom; they are manufactured by Dalton
Supplies, Ltd. These imports amounted to * * * units in 1977 (value * * *),
* % % ynits in 1978 (value * * *), * * % ynits in 1979 (value * * %), and * * *
units in 1980 (value * * %), .

2/ The two components of a two-piece tag are being considered as one
complete tag unit for statistical purposes.

A-13
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As shown in table 5, Vet Brand is * * *, accounting for * * * percent of
such imports in 1979. While tags imported by Vet Brand (Allflex's west coast
master agent) * * * percent in January-June 1980 * * * the corresponding
period of 1979, imports by Hanford (Allflex's east coast master agent) * * *,
Thus it would appear that in 1980, demand for the Allflex tag system is * * %,

Table 5.--Animal identification tags: U.S. imports for consumption from
New Zealand, 1977-79, January-June 1979, and January-Jurie\]980

= = f T panggry-iinec
Firm . 1977 1978 0 1979 < A
- - - NN
: : : > QA
; Quantity (1,0@&\:@)
Allflex Tag Co=———-: *kkE g *hk g *k o3 *k g wik
Vet Brand, Inc-—---: Rt *hk g : *kk g Fkk
G. C. Hanford-————: ik g ek g ’({/T*R. *ick Fedede
Total—-------- : TN N N w
: Va}uﬁifiigpo 5STT;r?%;§$§\\
: : S HENY)
Allflex Tag Co-——-—-: ek o * *hk g kg Fokk
Vet Brand, Inc-———--—-: Fded g NS * s *k¥E g ok
G. C. Hanford-—---—- : kil Q§§22m<> Rkl ekl
Total ————————- : H : FRE

(0w
TP Y
(N : (A : T
Source: Compiled from dafa \submittedin nse to questionnaires of the
U.S. International Tra is n é?fi}j
The other ) af Deltéi§§§§§§§i sales to the United States have

been made to ock\animal health division, which manu-
factures ins ese tags use the Allflex male button with
a Diamond ng the insecticide formula. The Allflex
al tag to the animal's ear. It should be
Diamond Shamrock are not for the

counted as one tag), imports of the male buttons were not included in import
statistics for identification tags. The following tabulation shows the
quantity and value of male buttons exported by Delta Plastics to Shell/Diamond
Shamrock during 1977-80:
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Quantity Value
(1,000 (1,000
Period units dollars)
1977 dedese .
1978 Ttk iy
1979—————===-—— sekede ot
January-June-~— ’
1979 ———————————— 1/ dedkee

1980 ~~—=~=m=—— — *hk ek

&
1/ Not available. <§§§§§§§>

U.S. producers' inventories

Four U.S. producers submitted data on inven
tion tags to the Commission. The reporting companie
identification tags increased from * * * tagg at the

of 19 * % % tags
at the end of 1978, but then declined to * * ags at ¢ end .
However, the situation changed radically in 198 s three U, cers
(reporting inventories) showed an incre gsycent i §;§§%n ories of

tags as of June 30, 1980 (table 6). Q§1:9

ifdustry is seasonal,
in the first 6 months of any

its highest level as of
~Tex inventory as of June 30,
of June 30, 1979. 1/

ntory of tags as of June
ne 30, 1979. The increases

s of animal identifica-
ventories of all

At the public conference, Y-Te
with 60 percent of the industry's
given year. Thus, a producer's(j
December 31 and at its lowest
1980, was * * * units,
Fearing Manufacturing
30, 1980, compared wit
in inventories in 1980 nd two-piece tags. U.S.
producers' two-piece tag 1980, and their one-piece tag
inventories * . mentl data reflect inventories held by
only three prod r

Employment \and wages

i received employment and wage data from five domestic
produc which accounted for * * * percent of U.S. shipments of animal
identifi ion tags in 1979.

1/ Y-Tex's inventory as of June 30, 1977, was * * * units and as of June 30,
1978, it was * * * units.
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Table 6.--Animal identification tags: U.S. producers' end-of-period Inven-
tories, by firms, Dec. 31 of 1977-79 and June 30 of 1979 and 1980

(In thousands of units)

Date and firm 2-piece tags l-piece tags Total

Dec. 31, 1977:
American Stockman---——===-- : *kk
Ritchey Manufacturing Co-- *kk
Y~-Tex Corp. *hk
Fearing Manufacturing Co-—- *hk

* *
i

*k%
Yedeke
R

Apollo Tag ek Fek
Rio Vista International---
Temple Tag 1/ [/ 1/
Total - ¥k Fek
Dec. 31, 1978:
American Stockman------- - ek *ekk

k%%
ek

Fedek
Yedede
Yook

Ritchey Manufacturing Co--
Y-Tex Corp.
Fearing Manufacturing Co--

Iz
I
i

i
. ......%;f

Apollo Tag-- dedede
Rio Vista International-—- ffiB. *kk
Temple Tag 1/~ 3 1/
Total - \§§§ff“? Fedede
Dec. 31, 1979: :
American Stockman-——-—-—-- H : <:£ia<>*** : kkk
Ritchey Manufacturing Co—: 3 : *dek g ke
Y-Tex Corp. : : Qiig% k% g Fkk
Fearing Manufacturing Cof>: o3 LA Fekk
Apollo Tag : % k% 3 ke
Rio Vista Internaé%gﬂq;:iﬁi\\ 1/ §§§§3 1/ : 1/
Temple Tag X; AN 1/ : 1/
Total : ok g Fedek
June 30, 197 Y§§§> : :
: KKk Kk %k
. Kkk 3 *kk
: fkk 3 fededke
H F*evede o Yok
: DT fedede
: : 1/ : 1/
: 1/ : 1/ : 1/
s k%k o vk o Kk
American Stockman : *kk 3 Fedede g F*Fk
Ritchey Manufacturing Co—-: *kk 3 *kk 3 Kkk
Y-Tex Corp o H k¥ o *k% o *kk
Fearing Manufacturing Co--: *k 3 *dk 3 Fedeke
Apollo Tag : k% o k%% 3 Kk
Rio Vista International-—: 1/ : 1/ : 1/
Temple Tag : 1/ . : 1/ : 1/
Total ———- -— : ik g ek o Fdck

1/ Not available.

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the* 10
U.S. International Trade Commission.
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The total number of persons employed in establishments producing animal
identification tags increased from 147 in 1977 to 191 in 1979 and then rose
slightly to 200 during January-June 1980 (table 7). Production and related
workers engaged in producing animal identification tags increased from 88 in
1977 to 135 in 1979 and to 140 in January-June 1980, primarily because the
* * %, However, it should be noted that in July 1980, Y-Tex shut,down its
production of tags because of excessive inventories (see section o
producers' inventories). Counsel for Y-Tex informed the Commission
Y-Tex resumed production in mid-August 1980. The average hqgrly
production and related workers increased from $3.58 per hour i
per hour in 1979 and to $4.76 in January-June 1980.

Table 7.--Average number of employees, total and lated
workers, in U.S. establishments producing ani ion tags and
average hourly wages for the latter, 1977-79, 79, and

January-June 1980

X . \SsJune--
Item . 1977 . 8 197 -
RS (020" o
. (\ * .
Average number of employees : \N H %Q: H
in the reporting estab- : : :
lishments: : giigg H :
All persons——=——=————————- : 191 : 190 : 200.5
Production and rela % : :
workers produc} H : :
All products-—--- : 135 : 133 : 140.5
Animal identifica s : :
tags-——- H 135 : 133 : 140.5
Average hour $ & : H s
production : : : : :
worker : 8 : $3.82 : $4.27 : $4.25 $4.76

So s\ Compiled \from submitted in response to questionnaires of the
u. Z:f:t>r ional Trade ion.

U.S. e rts

Four of the seven domestic producers submitted data on exports of animal
identification tags. Total exports declined from * * * units in 1977 to
* % % ynits in 1978 but then rebounded to * * * units in 1979. 1In 1977 and
1978, U.S. exports were almost exclusively of one-piece tags. However,
exports of U.S. two-piece tags became a significant factor in export sales in
1979 (table 8).
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Table 8.—Animal identification tags: U.S. exports, by firms, 1977-79,

January-June 1979, and January-June 1980

Period and firm . 2-piece tags . l-piece tags | Total
1977: : : S ’
American Stockman-—----- -—: kkk 3 kkk g *kk
Ritchey Manufacturing Co--: k% 3 ik g ek
Y-Tex Corp : *hk o **§>: dedede
Fearing Manufacturing Co--: *kk o *hk Fkk
Apollo Tag : wdk Fdk Fedek
Rio Vista International——-: 1/ : %}/éi <§E>&
Temple Tag : 1/ : 1/
Total : Kk g * o3 Fedek
1978: : : \V§§<§>
American Stockman-—------- : khk g FERNG *kk
Ritchey Manufacturing Co--: : Fekek
Y-Tex Corp : : Fkk
Fearing Manufacturing Co--: Fkek
Apollo Tag -3 ek
Rio Vista International-—-:
Temple Tag :
Total : : badaded
1979: : :
American Stockman————==—=— : : *kk
Ritchey Manufacturing Co--: : *kk
Y-Tex Corp : : ik
Fearing Manufacturing Co : Fdek
Apollo Tag——====<- : Fkk
Rio Vista Internatidnal—-: : 1/
Temple Tag T\ : 1/
Total : Fkdk 3 ek
January-June : :
: Kkk 3 Kk
e kk%k o kkk
: *kke s Kok
. *dck s Fekede
: k% o Kk
: 1/ : 1/
: : 1/ : 1/
. *hk 3 *Ix 3 Fdex
American Stockman-—--—-- —: k*kk 3 1/ : 1/
Ritchey Manufacturing Co--: kkk ¢ it el
Y-Tex Corp : Rk 3 *dk 3 *ick
Fearing Manufacturing Co—-: *ik s *kd s ¥k
Apollo Tag : kkk 3 kkk 3 Kk k
Rio Vista International—-: 1/ : 1/ : 1/
Temple Tag -— 1/ : 1/ : 1/
Total : L Fk¥ g Fokk
1/ Not available.
A-18

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the
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Financial experience of U.S. producers

The Commission requested profit—and-loss data from all seven U.S.
producers of animal identification tags. Usable data were received from four
domestic producers (Y-Tex Corp., Fearing Manufacturing, Ritchey Manufacturing,
and Apollo Tag), which acounted for * * * percent of U.S. shipments of animal
identification tags in 1979. However, since the data submitted were not
uniform, they are limited in their usefulness as a measure of profitability.
All the firms except Y-Tex provided data on the overall operations. ¢
firms. Fearing informed the Commission that tag sales represer
of the company's total sales, and Ritchey and Apollo infogﬁ
that tag sales represent * * * percent of their companies'
also presented its financial data * * *, Furthermor
companies used different accounting years (see foo

primarily due to * * *, 1In the same period,
to net sales * * * percent in 1977 to * * *
percent in 1979. If interest expense 1s

Y-Tex's ratio of the cost of
1977 to * * * percent in 1979.
administrative expenses as a sh
percent in 1979. Y-Tex infopm
tabulation illustrates Y-Tex
through January—July 198

* percent in

§> ing, and

percent in 1977 to * * *
¥ % %, The following
‘re from January-July 1978

January-July--

Item

1979 1980

expense to net sales—————=—=—=——--

; %k fedck 3 fedede

Lmmms dekek s Kk g Fedede

t-— : Fdck o fedck 3 e
;p; and ad istrative: : :

: Fdk o Sdk s Fekedk

________________ : kk o ke s fedede

—— *¥k s E ke

Net profit after interest expense—-—-: *hk 3 *Ek g F*kk
Ratio of net operating profit to : : :

to net sales -—=2 *kk g L Fkk
Ratio of net profit after interest : :

ke . k¥ o Sekede
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Fearing Manufacturing's total net sales * * * percent from * * % in 1977
to * ¥ * in 1979. Owing to shifting tag demand, * * *, The company's ratio
of net operating profit to net sales * * * percent in 1977 to * * * percent in
1978 but then * * * percent in 1979. The profit margin after interest expense
* % %, % % %, However, sales in 1979 * * * percent, resulting in * * *,

Apollo Tag's net sales of two-piece tags * * * percent from* * * in 1977
to *¥ * * in 1979. The company * * * in 1977 because of * * *, The
company's ratio of net profit or loss to net sales * * §>perv: E\d 977 to
%* % % percent in 1978 and * * * percent in 1979.

Ritchey

Because Ritchey Manufacturing Co.'s financial ~
¥ pe nt om 1977

produces only one-piece tags, net sales of which
through 1979. The company reported * * * during 197

U.S. producers,
the Commission obtained profit—-and-loss data\ \or e New Zealand producer,

pend i@

Consideration of the Causal Rel hyp Betwee ly Subsidized
Imports 1 egbd Inj@r?
mp o

Market penetration of allegedly subsidiz £35> S

In the total U.S. aniy ati et, imports from New
Zealand increased their shg mp t & * % percent in 1977 to
* % % percent in 19 g Fy—-June the imported tags increased

their share of t et t ercent, compared with * % *
percent in Janua <§§§§B§
t§%§§§§ion tags from New Zealand supplied a

tag \market during 1977-79. Such imports'

in’ 1977 to * * * percent in 1979 (table 10).

suffered a further loss of * * * percentage
e corresponding period of 1979.

ehice, George Hanford, president of G. C. Hanford

3 o 's east coast master agent) stated that his firm's
s’of imported tags were down in the first half of 1980 1/ and therefore
ompany * * *, Mr. Hanford theorized that the current recession is
curtailing tag business. William Wittick, vice president of Vet Brand
(Al1flex's west coast master agent), stated at the public conference that his
company has experienced "a leveling of sales" in 1980. 2/

1/ Transcript of the conference p. 74.
2/ Transcript of the conference p. 85.
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Table 10.—Animal identification tags: U.S. producers' domestic shipments,
imports for consumption, and apparent consumption of 2-piece tags, and
apparent consumption of 1- and 2-piece tags, 1977-79, January-June 1979, and
January-June 1980

: 2-piece tags : : .Ratio of
: t Apparent t imports of
. : : : : . tconsumptionx 2-piece
P .
eriod ¢ Domestic : Im-— ¢ Apparent ziiizigsoio tof 1- and tags to
fshlpments f ports fconsumptlonfconsumptionf piege 1t§gﬁ-
: 1,000 : 1,000 1,000 : 3 \§§2>\/
¢ units : units ¢ units : ts :_/Percent
1977 -———- -3 Fdk g *kk g ek ; 31,440 ; Fokk
1978—————- : dkede s kkk s ks 0,526 : Fedede
1979 ===~ ] Tk s kdk g ik 3 ,109 : ik
Jan.-June—-: : : : :
1979 ——-—: R *xk g 2 :
1980~——-- : Fhk g *hk g :

Sedek 3 0 dedcde
***<§§>>\ ek 0 Jekek
H H e H /—/\\ H

Source: Compiled from data submifted §:>r s?é&se to<§§i§§§?ﬁﬁaires of the

U.S. International Trade Commission.
s
per 1¢e

7K\E0 * * * units in 1979.
1 tag sales compared with
¥,” Vet Brand's sales-of
k9" * * % units in January-June
d market penetration of imports
rimarily due to * * %, It
*, Vet Brand primarily * * %,

sales of Allflex tags from ab
However, in January-June 1
sales in the corresp in
Allflex tags * * %
1980, or by * * * p
in the total market
should be not that
while Hanfoxrd!s * * *,

ata on prices of animal identification tags
bdtors by four’ U.S. producers and the two master agent importers
Both U.S. manufacturers and importers market tags primarily
U.S. distributors of agricultural products; although some direct sales
to retailers are made, they constitute only a small share of the total market.
These firms have nationwide price lists, and conversations with distributors
confirm that their prices are generally adhered to. Prices were obtained for
both numbered and blank one- and two-piece tags. 1/ . However, as the price
difference between blank and numbered tags is virtually constant, only
blank-tag prices are presented.

1/ The U.S. tag market was for only one-piece tags until the introduction of
the two-piece tag in the mid-1970's.
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Table 11.--Animal identification tags: U.S. importers' shipments, by
firms, 1977-79, January-June 1979, and January-June 1980

(In thousands of units)

Period and firm . Shipments of Allflex tags

1977:
Allflex Tag Co
Vet Brand, Inc
G. C. Hanford Manufacturing Co
Total
1978:
Allflex Tag Co---
Vet Brand, Inc - - -

Fkk
*kk

ALY e

<&

AN
T =
<§§§§§> Fedede
Stk

o 06 oo 00 o0 o0 oo oo eofee oo

G. C. Hanford Manufacturing Co ¢ ool
Total 3 dedede
1979: :
Allflex Tag Co - : @ -
Vet Brand, Inc : dedede
G. C. Hanford Manufacturing Co ¢ Té% Q§§§\ fadadad
Total Q= ' D)) Fdede
January-June 1979: - <:E\SZ~2}: e
Vet Beanayine S =)
. ek

G. C. Hanford Manufacturinﬁjgﬁi\L(Sx:Bxf ", Fdek

Total

January-June 1980: <§K;
Allflex Tag Co =i )3

7
¢

Ktk

Vet Brand, Inc <> <}KJ§? *::
G. C. Hanford Manggéituridéccu 5@?‘ NI :**
Total .
ed in response to questionnaires of the

Source:
U.SO <

for the period January 1, 1977-September 1,
ohs of prices> for different sizes of two-piece tags are ]
S ed in tables 12, 13, and 14. January-March 1979 is the first peflod
for which price data are available from three companies producing two—piece
tags; 1\since that period prices have risen approximately 25 percent.
Domestic firms have increased prices twice since January 1979, maintaining the
new, higher level of prices for periods of up to 1 year. A price increase by
any one firm appears to have elicited a similar price increase ffom ?ther
domestic firms after a lag of several months. For each firm, price increases
were applied to all product lines.

1/ Apollo Tag, which produces two-piece tags, did not provide adequate price
data. :
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Table 12.--Animal identification tags:

blank,

Unit prices to distributors for the

(In cents per units)

2-piece, maxisize tag of importers and domestic producers, by
quarters, 1977-79, and January-June 1980, and on Sept. 1, 1980

Period : Delta P Y-Tex : Fearing , Temple 2/

1977: : : :

January-March—======== H dekede 3 -3 -

April-June : delek 3 - -

July-September—-—======- : dekde s -t -

Oc tober-December—~-—~ -3 ik g -3 -
1978: : : 3

January-March=========m : dedek 3 ik

April-June : sk o ek

July-September—=======- H *hk o ek

October-December======~ : wkde o ek
1979: : :

January-March==—=====-- : Fkede g fadadd

April-June : dick g badaded

July-September=—======= : ddek ik

Oc tober-December======- : dedede
1980: :

January-March———=—====—— : Fxk

April -June : H Fkek

Sept. 1 : //“f§??§:§§i> 3/ K%k

1/ * * *,

Eé * ok %, \§<§§;2>

3/ %k *,

bl * * *x,

5/ % * %,

Source: Compiled from subfittedcin response to questionnaires of the
U.S. Internatiqna rade Commis

A-24



A-25

Table 13.—Animal identification tags: Unit prices to distributors for the
blank, 2-piece, large-size tag of importers and domestic producers, by
quarters, 1977-79, and January-June 1980, and on Sept. 1, 1980

(In cents per unit)

Period ; Delta P Y-Tex : Fearing<§§\\Temp1e 2/
1977: : : : S
January-March----~—~====3 *hk g -3 -
April-June s Fik g -3 - -
July-September————————- : *hk g H -
Oc tober-December—--—--- -2 S ] - -
1978: : : : s
January-March----—-———-- : *Hk g s -3 -
April-June : Rkt - -
July-September—-—-——————: *hk g - -
October-December—-———---: *kk : ki
1979: : : <
January-March-—=======- : : ek
April-June ' : : Fekk
July-September—-—————--- : : i
Oc tober-December————- —: : Fokek
1980: : H
January March-—-==—===== s H Fkdk
April -June : : / Fedede
Sept. 1 s H 3/ wwx
- &
2] * *
3/ * *
4) * *
5/ % %

questionnaires of the
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Table 14.--Animal identification tags: Unit prices to digtributors for the
blank, 2-piece, medium-size tag of importers and domestic producers, by
quarters, 1977-79, and January-June 1980, and on Sept. 1, 1980

(In cents per unit)
Y-Tex

Period Delta Fearing Temple

1977:
January-March=——=====--
April-June
July-September——-——=—=——-
Oc tober-December ———————

1978:
January-March———===—=——-
April-June
July-September—~======-
October-December—---—---

1979:
January-March-—====~~==
April-June
July-September——=———-——-
Oc tober-December ————-~--

1980:

January -March-—-=—==—~—-
April -June
Sept. 1

<&

i
*

oo oo oo oo
o0 se 00 o o0 o

&

@

* * %,
* % %,
3/ * % %,
4 * % %,

Source: il from data su téd in response to questionnaires of the
U.S. Interna Trade Commission:

R .
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After an average price increase of about * * * percent in January 1978,
Delta's prices * * *. 1In the report on Allflex Holdings' first annual general
meeting, the Chairman of Directors stated that the profit/sales ratio was
lower for the income year 1980 (Apr. 1, 1979-Mar. 31, 1980) owing to a
decision by Allflex to "hold our selling price in the USA where we have seen
strong efforts by our competitors to regain their declining share of the

market." On June 1, 1980, Allflex's prices for maxi, large, and
* % %k, '

There has been no consistent pattern of underselling £5¢ tHe
product in the U.S. market. A significant exception is duri
1980, when * * * Tag prices exceeded those of Delta by
tag, * ¥ * cents per large tag, and * * * cents per m t
September 1, 1980, Allflex's prices exceeded those of’al
for medium tags from * * *, which were equal in price.

Y~-Tex offered two promotional sales during
From September 15 to October 28, 1978, in
to the market, * * %, From November 1 to
to Y-Tex, because of increased import compet
inventory levels, a promotional sale was 3p
to April 30, 1980; during this peri \
not reflected in the corresponding qu
Commission by Y-Tex and presented i

that reported prices
nd early 1979. The
prices first charged by th : iderably lower than those
e s below Delta's price of
* % % cents for maxi a's price of * * * cents for
large tags, and * * r of * * * cents for medium
tags. These prj i o over time as there have been
increases in of the imported product did not
change from
increased i

x * *, In the period January 1, 1979
maxi, large, and medium tags increased by
therefore, remain higher than domestic

two-piece

.

e 15 presents price data for domestic one-piece tags. There are no
f_one-piece tags. Distributors indicated that sales of one-pilece
tags were“suffering because of the increasing popularity of two-piece tags,
both imported and domestic. Between January 1977 and September 1979, prices
for Ritchey's one-piece tags increased by * * * percent, or * * ¥ cents per
tag, from an average price of * * * cents. Prices for Fearing's tags
increased an average of * * * percent, or * * * cents per tag, from an average
price of * * * cents. Y-Tex's prices for tags increased by * * * percent, or
* % % cents per tag, from an average price of * * * cents. In contrast.to the
recent price increase for two-piece tags, prices of one-piece tags remained
level over the past year. ’
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Table 15.--Animal identification tags:

A-28

Prices to distributors for the maxi, large and

medium blank, l-piece tags of Ritchey Manufacturing Co., Fearing, Manufacturing Co.,
Y-Tex Corp., by quarters, 1977-79, and January-June 1980

and

(In cents per unit)
. Maxi . Large . Medium
Period : - " N ; : : : :
‘Ritchey.Fearing _Y-Tex . Ritchey ,Fearing, Y-Tex, Ritche)Q;Fearing 1/, Y-Tex
1977: H : H : H : H $ :
January-March---: dekeke 3 ek 3 dedeke g dekeke 3 Wk g ok 3 O ke ) dekke 3 dedek
Apri]_—June —————— . dedede s dedede 9 ke o dekede s LA LR L %! L] Yo
July-September--: dekede 3 ddek 3 ek g dekk 3 dedek g : e dekk 3 deded
October- : : H : : : : : :
December====== H kedeke o dedede 3 kdeke o Yedkede o Yodede H Jedek Jekede g Jedede
1978: s : : : : : H
January-March——-g Yk 3 dkk s Yekek o dekeke B % : Jedede o Yedeke
Apri]_-June ------ : dkde 3 dekk s kdkde ke s . dkk s dekk s Sedede
July—Septem’ber-—; dedede s *kk o d*kk *kk o H %kk o K%k o e
October- : s : : : : H :
December------ s kR g Fkk 3 kkk g : : : Rk 3 dkk
1979: : : : : : : :
January-March---:  %¥% ; Fkd 3 kkk g : : Fkk oy kR
April-June------ A *kk g kEk g H : *kde g kkk
July-September--:  #¥¥ 3 Fhk o3 dkk R w3 Tk g kR
October- : : s : < H :
December——=——— H dkd o L Fededy k% 3 dokk o Kkk o Jedeke
1980: : : H Q : H
January-March---:  #*¥%% Fdk 32 [k Q¥ *kk g kkk 32/ Fekk
April-June-—----- T Rk g dedeke @ ' {\: [Hededes Fekk 3 dekk 3 [ ddek
. : : & : 1 Q\ : : : :
1/ * * =,
AR T I
Source: Compiled from d Ltt in res 0 questionnaires of the U.S.
International Trade /Commiss Helephone texwview. .
<
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Lost sales

* * * supplied the Commission with a list of 32 firms to which they
allegedly lost sales of animal identification tags because of subsidized
imports from New Zealand. The Commission contacted 27 of the purchasing
firms, which accounted for 76 percent ($663,000) of the total alleged lost
sales, and was able to confirm 7 lost sales with an alleged value
approximately $180,000. Details of the lost sales are a%bfol

A&% d of lost
Purchasing company Former domestic supplier
* k%

* % % % ok %

i,

* % % % * % %
S

%* % % % % % %

180,462

should be noted that in six of the seven lost sales, the distributor
reported that it switched from the * * * one-piece tagging system to the
Al1f1 two-piece tagging system exclusively, despite the higher price of the
imported product. The distributors cited the Allflex system's advancement in
design over the older one-piece tagging system and the ease of application of
the Allflex tags as their reasons for switching to the imported product. The
distributors felt that the quality and advanced design of the imported product
outweighed the increased cost factor.

The Commission was able to confirm that an additional seven distributors
of tags added the Allflex system to complement their existing inventories of
domestically produced tags. Four of these firms indicated that the majority
of their tag purchases are domestic and that they only carry the Allflex line.
to satisfy customer preference for the imported product. The other three A 59
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companies admitted that they now carry the Allflex line as well as
domestically produced tags, but were unable or unwilling to tell the
Commission the makeup of their tag inventory. Details of the seven partially
confirmed lost sales are as follows:

Domestic supplier alleging

Purchasing company lost sale
* % % * % %
<&
* % % * % % <§§§§§§§>
* % % * Kk %

7

QO

A number of dist eyvcancelled purchases of tags
from Y-Tex becau 1 usiness, which competed with
them for their 1 these distributors switched to
other U.S. sSdiversified their tag inventories

with the

AllfYex~tags e | fi fact, widely recognized by dealers and
first on the market with the two-piece

cons
sy stem hus the sole beneficiary of the growing popularity of the
system 4 years, and it continued to enjoy the benefits gained during this
period e after U.S. firms entered the market. These benefits took the form

of established distributorships, customer loyalty, and widespread name
recognition. The second reason for its sales success is the perceived
superiority of its product. While not all of the distributors agreed that the
Allflex tag was the superior product, none of the distributors would cite any
U.S. product as superior to it. Especially singled out for praise was the
Allflex applicator, which is purchased even by dealers which don't stock
Allflex tags.

1/ * * *,
A-30
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53922 Federal Register / Vol. 45, No. 158 / Wednesday. August 13, 1980 / Notices

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
COMMISSION T
X Roliminary))

on of Preliminary
2 Puty Investigation and
g of Conference - .

estigation instituted. Following

eipt of a petition on August 1, 1980,
ed by Y-Tex Corporation, Cody,
Wyoming, a domestic producer of
plastic animal identification tags, the
United States International Trade
% Commission on August5, 1880,

instituted a preliminary countervailing
duty investigation under section 303 of
the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended by
— section 103 of the Trade Agreements Act
of 1979, to determine whether there is a
S reasonable indication that an industry in

the United States is materially injured,

or is threatened with material injury, or
the establishment of an industry in the
United States is materially retarded, by
reason of allegedly subsidized imports
* from New Zealand of plastic animal

identification tags provided for in item
666.00 of the Traffic Schedules of the
United States. This investigation will be
subject to the provisions of Part 207 of

. the Commission's Rules of Practice and
Procedure (19 CFR 207, 44 FR 76457)
and, particularly, Subpart B thereof,
effective January 1, 1980.

Weritten submissions. Any person may
submit to the Commission on or before
August 27, 1980, a written statement of
information pertinent to the subject
matter of the investigation. A signed
original and nineteen copies of such
statements must be submitted.

Any business information which a
submitter desires the Commission to
treat as confidential shall be submitted
separately and each sheet must be
clearly marked at the top “Confidential
Business Data.” Confidential submission
must conform with the requirements of
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Federal Register / Vol. 45, No. 158 |/ Wednesday, August 13, 1980 / Notices

section 201.6 of the Commission’s Rules
of Practice and Procedure (19 CFR -

- 201.6). All the written submissions,
except for confidential business data,
will be available for public inspection.

Conference. The Director of
Operations of the Commission has_
scheduled a conference in connection
with the investigation for August 22,
1980, at the U.S. International Trade
Commission Building, 701 E. Street,
NW., Washington, D.C. Parties wishing
to participate in the conference should
contact the staff investigator,

Mr. William Schechter (202-523-0300). It
is anticipated that parties in support of
the petition for countervailing duties and
parties opposed to such petition will
each be collectively allocated one hour
within which to make an oral
presentation at the conference. Further
details concerning the conduct of the

" conference may be obtained fro.

Mr. Schechter. :

Inspection of petition. The petition
filed in this case is available for public -
inspection at the Office of the Secretary,

U.S. International Trade Commission,

" and at the New York City office of the

U.S. International Trade Commission

located at 6 World Trade Center. -

Issued: August 8,.1980:
Kenneth R. Mason,
Secretary.

[FR Doc. 80-24480 Filed 8-12-00: 8:45 e
BILLING CODE 7020-02-M

QY
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APPEARANCES AT COMMISSION CONFERENCE

INVESTIGATION Animal Identification Tags, 303-TA-14 (Preliminary)

DATE  August 22, 1980

for Y-Tex Corporation, Petitioner

Roger Heines, President

' &
DOMESTIC INTERESTS: '
Lamb & Lerch - by David Ostheimer, Esq.
Bill Rohrbach - General Counsel )
Jerry Payne - Treasurer

IMPORT INTERESTS:

Bronz & Farrell -
for Delta t

et Brands, Inc.
Hanford Manufacturing Co.

Bill Wittick -
George ford
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OT 60 snue
it 2313

CLA-2:R:CV:MA
041893 WIS

HE. John E. Bfady
District Director of Customs

los Angeles, California 90731 , ’
] <&
Director, Classification and value Division R

Internal Advice Request No. 00247

This i3 in response to vour request for inkernal advic s to the tariff classi-
fication of plastic animal eartags and avplica The 'request was initiated
by * k % » by 3 latter dated Juna

10, 1975. The subject rerchandise wa

approximataly 2 by 2-1/2 inches. ha top for attachrent
purroses. The applicator is a p ch has a needle point
on one sida and a clarmo on thse oth an animal's ear. e
tag is placed in the clamp and (tne i3\g] on the needle voint. Tha
ear 13 pdHsiticned between ] (o1de r is depressed. Thnus the

animal is now identifiabl

animal idantification set is
1, ocastrus detarmination and waight

x provision for agricultural
o n item 656,00, Tarif#f Schedules of the

It is contendad b
uzed for head id
control, it shoul
irmplements,

A-36
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Mr. John E.’ Brady, District Dirxector ' 2

- Based on the information submitted and past headquarter xrulin
tags are classiiable under item 666.00, TSUS, with en

hand tools and parts thereof, in item 651.39, TSUS,

You should inform the inquirer of this ruling.
may be made availabls to him.

A-37
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Federal Register / Vol. 45, No. 166 / Monday, August 25, 198C / Notices

International Trade Administration

Plastic Animal Identification Tags
From New Zealand; Notice of Initiation
of Countervalling Duty investigation

AGENCY: United States Department of
Commerce.

ACTION: Initiation of investigation.

SuMMARY: This notice is to advise the
public that the Department of Commerce
has received a petition in satisfactory
form, and as a result is initiating an
investigation to determine whether or
not the Government of New Zealand is
providing to manufacturers, producers
or exporters of plastic animal
_identification tags, benefits which are
‘bounties or grants (subsidies) within the
meaning of the countervailing duty law.
Unless this investigation is extended,
the Department will make a preliminary
determination not later than October 27,
1980, and a final determination not later
than January 8, 1981.

EFFECTIVE DATE: August 25, 1980.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Vincent P. Kane, Import Administration
Specialist, Office of Investigations,
International Trade Administration,
Department of Commerce, Washington,
D.C. 20230 (202) 377-5414.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
August 1, 1980, the Department of
Commerce (the Department) received 4
petition in proper form from Y-Tex
Corporation, Cody, Wyoming; 3
that the Government of Nex
provides to manufacture 8, f

Act applies to thls inve

The merchandise covered by this
investigation is plastic animal
identification tags provided for in item
number 666.00 of the Tariff Schedules of
the United States.

The Petitioner alleges that the
Government of New Zealand provides
subsidies in the form of income tax
credits based on the domestic value

_added to an exported product. These
credits are provided under the “Export
Performance Taxation Incentive” (EPTIT)
program, administered by the -
Department of Trade and Industry and
authorized under section 156A of the
Income Tax Act of 1976. The EPTI
provides a tax credit against income tax

: threatenedv'vith erial

payable, and, for credit in excess of tax
payable, a cash refund.

Petitioner has also alleged that critical
circumstances exist within the meaning
of section 703(e) of the Act (19 U.S.C.
1671b(e)) by reason of massive imports
over a relatively short period of time. In

the year ending March 31, 1980, imports
. of ear tags from the one producer for

-which information is available equaled
170 percent of the value of that firm's
U.S. sales for the previous 12 month
penod i

In view of the above, 1 hereby
determine that the Department should
initiate an investigation to determine
whether or not the Government of New
Zealand provides subsidies on the
production, manufacture or export of the
ear tags. \
Since ear tags enter the United State
free of normal Customs
International Trade Commi
must make a determinatie

reason of imports
Therefore, in A¢
702(d) of the A

O :\ such information either
. er-an administrative
‘Q r without the written
~. e Department.
sordance with section 703(a) of

9 U.S.C. 1671b(a)), the ITC will
detemune not later than September 15,
1980, whether or not there is a _
reasonable indication of such injury by
reason of imports of plastic animal
identification tags from New Zealand. If
that determination is negative, the
Department will terminate this
investigation without further notice.

If the ITC determination is
affirmative, pursuant to section 703(b) of
the Act (19 U.S.C. 1671b(b)), the
Department will issue a preliminary
determination as to whether or not there
is a reasonable basis to believe or
suspect that a subsidy is being paid or
bestowed within the meaning of the
statute by October 27, 1980. If the case is
extended pursuant to section 703(c) of
the Act (19 U.S.C. 1671b(c)), the
preliminary determination may be
postponed until not later than December
29, 1980. ' .

If the preliminary determination is
affirmative, and if the Department
dctermines that critical circumstances
exist within the meaning of section
703(e) of the Act (19 U.S.C. 1671b(e}),
then any susper:gion of liquidation
ordered in accotdance with section
703(d) of the Act .S.C. 1671b(d))
shall apply toa idated entries

it
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

e
3 International Trade Administration
& “ j Washington, D.C. 20230

AUG 2 5 1930

Honorable William Alberger
Chairman

International Trade Commission
701 E Street., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20436

Dear Chairman Alberger:

In accordance with section 702 (c)
amended (19 U.S.C. l67la(c)),
August 19, 1980, commenced an
determining whether the Gover
subsidies with respect to th
tation of plastic animal iden

Zealan s providing
, gtion or expor-

t ent", as defined in
A (19 C."1671(b)). However,

ta consideration are free
n i y determination is required
i£§;§ (19 U.s.c. 1303 (a)(2)).
oFariff Act (19 U.S.C. 1671la(d)),
tion of investigation and the

New Zealand is not a "c
section 701 (b) of
since the animal i
of duty, a reason
by section 303(a) (

2

ohn D. Greenwald
</ Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Import Administration
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0 4 Jun 1980
Announcement and Approval Date

JUN 06 Recd

Project Approval Notice

The Economic Development Administration, u.s¥ p a e of
Commerce, has approved the guarantee of $410, <§§§§> djustment

0
1d

assistance loans for a firm producing livestoc entification tags

and employing 21 workers in South St. Faul, Minne

Fearing Manufacturing Company,. Inc. )\ \East laume Avenue,
South St. Paul, applied for the Fe ance firm
produces identification tags for livest o be s public
auctions.

Included in the assistanc e {Joans for(§§§§,ooo to purchase
machinery and equipment and )

quzss working capital.
b adversely affected

ce Department as eligible

The firm reported t
by imports and it was ce
to apply for assistan

{izigf of 1974.

_ An adjustme prog submitte h the application for
assistance indic s th rm introduce a new molding process
to produce s, a expand its\marketing and sales activities.

s

the assistance will help maintain
seven new jobs as production

ticipate
ers and

0 percent of the unpaid balance of the
rm by the Drovers State Bank of South

e $245,000 fixed asset loan is repayable in 11 years
and $165,000 working capital loan in five years.
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